
January 26, 2013 

 

 

Definition:   

 Newtown CT. shooter, I will refer to this individual as “crazy, coward and child killer.”  I 

refer to him in that manner because I don’t want to propitiate his name without naming 

everyone else who died that day.  

 

Please accept this as my testimony for the task force public hearing for January 28th in lieu of me 

attending. 

 

The un-imaginable, murderous actions of a presumed mentally ill man on December 14th have 

caused great grief, fear and outrage to many in our communities, state and across the country, 

resulting in the call for change. 

 

One focus is the need to improve physical infrastructure and the procedures and policies as it 

pertains to the safety and security of our children at our schools.  Another focus is to re-evaluate 

our current mental health laws and services, and lastly; a focus on current gun laws. 

Unfortunately, some have also seized on this event to promote their personal cause, beliefs and 

agenda by purposing radical changes to the laws that would greatly infringe on Constitutional 

Rights (both U.S. and CT Constitutions), that would do nothing to protect “The People” or 

reduce the risk of another senseless tragedy.  My hope is you will be able to see through all the 

personal grandstanding which does nothing to further the cause of safety and focus on what will 

actually work.  

 

It’s a fact that in an unsecured, undefended venue, an active shooter, free of obstacles or 

opposition is capable of causing a high causality count regardless of “type of firearm” or 

“magazine capacity” (Luby's massacre in 1991).  

The Luby’s massacre is explained as follows.   

Suzanna Gratia Hupp and her parents were having lunch at the Luby's Cafeteria in Killeen in 1991 

when the Luby's massacre commenced. The gunman shot 50 people and killed 23, including 

Hupp's parents. Hupp later expressed regret about deciding to remove her gun from her purse and 

lock it in her car lest she risk possibly running afoul of the state's concealed weapons laws; during 

the shootings, she reached for her weapon but then remembered that it was "a hundred feet away 

in my car."
[4]

 Her father, Al Gratia, tried to rush the gunman and was shot in the chest. Hupp 

escaped through a broken window and believed that her mother, Ursula Gratia, was behind her. 

Actually however, her mother went to her mortally-wounded husband's aid and was then shot in the 

head. 

As a survivor of the Luby's massacre, Hupp testified across the country in support of concealed-

handgun laws. She said that if there had been a second chance to prevent the slaughter, she would 

have violated the Texas law and carried the handgun inside her purse into the restaurant.
[5]

 She 

testified across the country in support of concealed handgun laws, and was elected to the Texas 

House of Representatives in 1996.
[6]

 The concealed-weapons bill was signed by then-

Governor George W. Bush.
[7]    
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This statement highlights two examples of proposed laws which would have made no difference 

at all on the activities that happened in Newtown, CT. on December 14
th

 2012.  The fact is, if the 

mentally disturbed shooter had gone in with knives, clubs or bombs, being free of obstacles or 

opposition; he still would have been able to slaughter those children.  It wasn’t the gun(s) that 

took those lives that day; it was that mentally disturbed individual. 

 

I must also ask you to keep in mind statistical probabilities to balance against the decisions / 

actions you are about to take.  The chance that, on any given day, another mentally ill young 

person dressed for combat, with a sound knowledge of the firearms and the skills to use them, 

will have free access to steal firearms, and hundreds of rounds ammo and then randomly commit 

mass murder of women and children is extremely low.  Statistically the frequency of such an 

event is so rare it is immeasurable compared to a statistic example of there being one death every 

48 minutes by drunk drivers.  The future of our right to own several different types of 

automobiles has never been brought into question, nor has anyone ever had to surrender their car 

because his neighbor killed someone with their car. Please keep this in mind.  

 

Furthermore, I reference the NRA statements that if an armed intruder does get in, no firearms 

laws you construct will mean a thing! The only effective countermeasure at that moment is the 

use of defensive weapons which can include a spectrum of devices which include pepper spray, 

electronic devices, and firearms by a qualified trained person. 

 
The 2nd Amendment is often not explained quite this way, but I ask you to consider: In the 

1700’s, common legal writings offered a preamble to explain a motive for what follows, then 

followed by the core legal statement.  The “We the People” preamble sets the stage for what 

follows, but the core IS what follows.  The preamble is an introduction, a “scene setter”. 

The right guaranteed by the second amendment is the Right of the People to keep and bear arms. 

That’s all of it.  Not bound by anything more, that’s the Right not to be infringed. Arms means a 

firearm, ammunition and an ammunition store combined (sidearm, magazine and cartridges in 

today’s language).  One reason, and not necessarily the only reason to express the need for that 

Right is to maintain a working and coordinated militia of the people.  Nothing in the preamble 

conditions the actual Rights granted.  In D.C. v Heller, that Right was affirmed to be an 

individual Right.  In the Connecticut Constitution, Article first, section 15 it’s even more 

straightforward: “SEC. 15. “Every citizen has a right to bear arms in defense of himself and the 

state.” 

 

There is no preconditioning of that right for EVERY CITIZEN!  So, in terms of citizens who 

comprise school staff, may I ask you each to answer this question, “why laws subordinate to the 

“Supreme Law of the Land” and the Connecticut Constitution deny the rights of those citizens to 

keep and bear arms in defense of their classroom?”  I respectfully will offer this speculative 

observation: 

What if there was a police officer on duty, people may have still died, but most likely the toll 

would have been far less. (The “crazy, coward and child killer.” may have been shot or ran off 

thus, fewer victims would have perished).  The mere fact that we have made such places “Gun 

Free” zones, simply makes these places proverbial shooting galleries for such unchallenged 

twisted murderers as the “crazy, coward and child killer” and the shooter at the Luby’s cafeteria 

massacre. 

 

 



 

In closing I would like to present some facts I believe are true: 

 Shooter (“crazy, coward and child killer”) was not licensed to carry a concealed handgun. 

 The guns were not registered to him.  Making him unauthorized to possess them.  

 The school was a “gun free” zone. 

 Magazine capacity, it takes only one second to change out a magazine.  So the number of 

rounds stored within is irrelevant. 

 The Sandy Hook Elementary school used prudent actions to limit who entered the 

building.    

 

I believe the aforementioned statements and information to be true.  I trust you can reduce the 

risk; I hope you will focus solely on what measures are truly effective, and disregard what’s not. 

 

 

Sincerely yours, 

 

Louis Cipriano 

 


